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Dear Sir or Madam: 

in the present appiication. independent claims 48, M, and 71 hrrse been reieeted under *5 
U.S.C. § 102(es as being anticipated h> VS. Pat. App. I'uk No. 20U2'0016s; I u. Poled a *iL 
(hcieinuiter "Peled"). Applicant respectfully submit that the rejection is improper since Peicd 
clearly fails to disclose the elermnLs recited in claims 48. oh and ?L and as <=uch, a prima facie 
caw of anticipation has not been established. 



PRfr-\PPEAL BRIEF 



Attorney Docket- BC9990S6/I50IP 

Claim 48 recites: 

\ Pit th oil fot ohjeU lettanMmssjnn vUthuitf a continuous net v\ oik 
ixtmieUinn in ,i dnni tl media disinhutm system, tli>_ nudmd kompns-mg 

han-nntttng a pltuabU of obxvtb ( rom a cental site m each of a phuahu 
ot receivers in a zoru;-; 

jeetietnr a itspnnsx document hom each of the plurality of iceen each 
rehouse document hemy assnehronoiHx. tunsnvheo hom the tespetJi\e iccenu 
to the central site; and 

deteimmmg whith >n the pUuahts ot object?, to u-itansmn io caeh oi the 
phiKih'% of iee> net- Iv^d upon lae }e<.ets«.d ic^on-'e documcHs 

Ihc F\aimner has v-otiotmed ?ik mtei it. t ion buween an online xvudor and consumer as 

dsseleniPL the mtuactson betwter die "temrd vk" and ihe "phuahn ot ttceneis" iceited in 

Jaim 48 < t, , pg o 01 hbMiux 2-, 2uf><, shia! OfMee action In pattvulat the f xamiuei 

isslUs that the onhuo \endot -tndunj pu>dna oi;amts sikh as a eluding catalog to eon<-uniJis 

diseicMi- "SuinsmHt'ng a phrahh oi objects f:om a eurtnd JUk tu each of a pinuhtx el 

Rce^^els, ,, as itcded in claim 4!> Ihe Lvammer aUo as*eiK that < umamet-- sending puiuhasx 

ordeis h tvK to the vendor equate* to "iceenmg a ie^p>Miso dtKumtnt aom each <d the plutahb ot 

Kxvneis 1 as teejted m chum 48 Fmthet, it is the hxunmci's asseibon that the \endoi sentbrt. 

.orwnmeis the actual pinched products, such as a piece of clothmy, duelns.s "detu mutiny 

which of ik pluiafd) ot obieetp f o taranstmt te each of die pauahtx of seeeiuts basal upon the 

recened ! espouse documents," as seeded m e'aim H 

( lun is iowe\e\ i^n,.- 'd.te u ain^\\h,t.h < ; U phual '\ of oboe's rHiansimt 
to va<ii of fhe plu ihu of lecouu-* br^ed upon the u-eetvul response tin (intuits " ixmph^is 
added) In othet vumK the pkuahp, of ohjevds in winch the den'mnnation ulakb io ss she 
plmabu oi objects that was tt animated fiom the cenrai site to the pUnabtv of iccenets in thi. 
tianstimtina, &tcn heeanse th. term "teiianinnf ' b detain] as the icpeat tiunsmisNion of 



something previously transmitted. Applicant should not have to explicitly recite that the plurality 
of objects in the determining step is the plurality of objects previously transmitted from the 
central site since i t necessarily follows from the definition of the term "retransmit.'* 

Thus, if the Examiner construes product offerings as the initial objects being transmitted, 
then the vendor sending actual purchased products in response to purchase orders cannot he 
construed as disclosing "determining which of the plurality of objects to retransmit to each of the 
plurality of receivers based upon the received response documents.," as recited in claim 48, 
because sending purchased products is not in any way related to determining which of the 
product offerings already sent to the consumers to resend to the consumers. 

Since the Examiner has not cited any passage of Peied as relating to determination of 
which of the objects previously transmitted to the consumer to retransmit to the consumer. 
Applicant respectfully submits that Peied clearly fails to disclose the elements recited in claim 48 
and as such, the rejection is improper because a prima facie case of anticipation has not been 
established. Claims 61 and 71 recite elements similar to those recited in claim 48. and as such, it 
is respectfully submitted that those rejections are improper for at least the same reasons. 



CONCLUSION 



On rbu kiss* of the above ivmaiks. iocon^uieraUun ,imi silm\unce of the claims 
bchcu-d ! »> be vuramed and -wh jcJk d is rcspccifu'h RLMk\sle<i. 
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